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DIRECT TESTIMONY ON REHEARING OF CHRISTOPHER J. BOYER
ONBEHALF OF AMERITECH ILLINOIS
DOCKET NO. 00-0393

|. BACKGROUND

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

A. My nameis Christopher J. Boyer. My business address is Three Bell Plaza, Dallas, Texas

75202.

Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND WHAT ISYOUR POS TION?

A. | am employed by SBC Management Services Inc., a subsidiary of SBC Communications

Inc. ("SBC"). My position is General Manager - Network Regulatory for SBC's incumbent

local exchange carriers ("ILECS").

Q. WHAT ARE YOUR RESPONSIBILITIES?

. My current responsibilities include representing the planning, engineering, and operations of

SBC's ILEC networks, including those of Ameritech Illinois, before federal and state
regulatory bodies. In particular, my current responsibilities include such representation for

Project Pronto.

. WHAT ISYOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND?

. | have aBachelor of Science - Business Administration degree from the University of Kansas

in Lawrence, Kansas. Additionaly, | have aMaster’s of Business Administration degree in
Finance from the University of Houston in Houston, TX. | have also completed internal
company training related to telecommunications networks and specia services provisioning,

maintenance and repair.

. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR WORK EXPERIENCE.
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1 A. From 1993 through 1998 | held various positions responsible for customer service and special

2 services circuit provisioning and maintenance within Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
3 (“SWBT”). Inlate 1998 | assumed loca wholesale product management responsibilities for
4 Frame Relay, Asynchronous Transfer Mode (“ATM”) and Broadband Services for the SBC

5 ILECs. | assumed my current responsibilitiesin December of 2000.

6

7 Q. WHAT PART OF YOUR WORK EXPERIENCE QUALIFIESYOU TO REPRESENT
8 PROJECT PRONTO?

9

10 A. Inmy previous product management position, | was responsible for the development of the

11 SBC Broadband Service offering to CLECs over the Project Pronto network architecture.

12 This responsibility included leading an inter-disciplinary team within SBC, including the

13 various network organizations responsible for the deployment, service provisioning, and

14 maintenance of the Project Pronto architecture. Additionally, on behalf of SBC'sILECs, |
15 hosted CLEC collaborative sessions and Broadband Service trids for the purpose of

16 discussing regulatory, network/technical and product specific issues associated with the SBC
17 ILECs Broadband Service product and the Project Pronto network architecture.

18

19 Q. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY FILED ANY DOCUMENT IN THISPROCEEDING?

21 A. I filed an affidavit in connection with Ameritech Illinois’ application for rehearing in this

proceeding.
23
24 II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY
25
26 Q. WHAT ISTHE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?
27

28 A. The purpose of my testimony is to address the Project Pronto issues included in this
rehearing. Specificaly, | will address the technical feasibility and appropriateness of

“unbundling” the Project Pronto network architecture and address several questions raised by
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Commissioner Squires. My testimony will outline the Prgect Pronto network architecture,
outline SBC's current product offering to CLECs where the Project Pronto architecture is
deployed, discuss why this architecture should not be “unbundled” as a general matter, and

address the technical feasibility of the new UNES proposed by the Commission.

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY.

A. My testimony:

Describes the Project Pronto network architecture and how it expands the availability of
ADSL services to consumers and small businesses residing beyond the traditiona barrier

of ADSL availability.

Describes the SBC Broadband Service, SBC' s wholesale offering to CLECs over the
Project Pronto architecture where deployed. This service provides CLECs the capability
to establish an ADSL service over the Project Pronto network architecture at cost-based
rates. The Broadband Service gives CLECs an additional competitive option on top of
other currently available offerings (such as copper-based line sharing, access to dark fiber
and/or unbundled subloops) and will not take away any other options available to CLECs

today nor impact a CLEC's ability to line share using traditional copper facilities.

Discusses why the Project Pronto architecture should not be unbundled as a genera
matter because Project Pronto is primarily “packet switching” from the remote terminal
site to the central office and does not meet the factua criteria set forth by the FCC that
would require an ILEC to unbundle packet switching. This section aso discusses how
the various Project Pronto components interwork with one another and why “unbundling”

of individual components is therefore not feasible.

12825421.2 60601 1613C 00650502 3
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Addresses technical issues related to each of the new "UNES’ established by the
Commission in this case and explains why such new “UNES’ are either not technicaly

feasible and/or impractical to provide.

Discusses why “collocation” of CLEC line cards in Project Pronto equipment is
unnecessary (in light of SBC' s collaborative commitment sin the FCC' s Project Pronto

Order) and inconsistent with the FCC'’ s established approach to collocation requirements.

Answers questions 1(A), 2, 3(A)(i), 5, 6(A) and (C), and 8(A) and (B) posed by

Commissioner Squires.

12825421.2 60601 1613C 00650502 4


Stephen P Bowen


@ o >

¥ ® B BBERBE & 4 % & Kk & ® £ B

L FCC Line Sharing Order at para. 71.

2 ADSL, Rate Adaptive DSL (“RADSL”) and most other forms of DSL are limited to 18 Kft copper loops.
IDSL can be used to provide service to customers residing beyond the traditional 18 kft barrier using all
copper loops — however IDSL islower grade version of DSL limited to 144 Kbps transmission.
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3 Itispossibleto place‘line cards’ supporting some forms of xDSL in the traditional POTS portion of the
Litespan, such asan HDSL and/or IDSL line card. HDSL is used to provide a comparable servicetoaT1
and as such if a CLEC requested a T1 from Ameritech Illinois, Ameritech Illinois may elect to usethisline
card to deliver aT1 equivalent service to the CLEC. Thisissueisnot apoint of contention in this case as
CLECs are aready provided the capability to provision this service with Ameritech Illinois’ existing
product offerings. Further, IDSL as explained above is alower grade quality DSL service than has
typically been discussed in the context of this case.

* The FCC recognized this fact as well in the Line Sharing Order when it stated " ADSL is the most widely
deployed version of xDSL that is currently presumed acceptable for deployment on a shared line.” FCC
Line Sharing Order at para. 71.
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® Asof thisdate, Alcatel, the manufacturer of the Litespan 2000 system which constitutes the majority of
SBC’s Project Pronto deployment, only manufactures ADSL-capable line cards. No other line cards, such
asan SDSL line card, are available at thistime.

8 FCC Project Pronto Order (00-336) page 42, SBC Commitments.
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" SBC Commitments (Attached to Project Pronto Order), page 42 Section 8, Second Paragraph.
8 FCC Project Pronto Order at 43.
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10 FCC Project Pronto Order (00-336), pages 34-35
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1 FCC First Report and Order (CC Docket 96-98, released Aug. 8, 1996), para. 203
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13 1n the FCC Project Pronto Order (00-336) the FCC stated “We likewise find that the OCD described by
SBC should be classified as Advanced Services Equipment under the Merger Conditions As SBC itself
notes, the OCD is an Asynchronous Transfer Mode (ATM) switch that performs a critical routing function
in providing advanced servicesto consumers served by the ADLU Card contained in NGDL C systems.
The specific type of OCD that SBC plansto useis described by the manufacturer asan ‘ATM switch.” As
such, the OCD falls squarely within the definition in the Merger Conditions Specifically, the Merger
Conditionsstate that ‘ packet switches. . . suchas ATMs. . . used to provide [a]dvanced [s]ervices are
Advanced Services Equipment. FCC 00-336 at para 18.

1% 1n the FCC UNE Remand Order (FCC Third Report and Order, CC Docket 96-98) the FCC stated “we
find that the DSLAM is acomponent of the packet switch network element.” FCC UNE Remand Order at
para 175. Further the FCC stated that “We define packet switching as the function of routing individual
data units, or ‘ packets,’ based on address or other routing information contained in the packets. The packet
switching network element includes the necessary electronics (e.g., routersand DSLAMS).” FCC UNE
Remand Order at para. 304.

15d. at para. 306.

18 |d. at para. 307.
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1747 CF.R. 51.317.

18 See FCC Project Pronto Order, FCC 00-336, SBC Commitments, page 41, Copper Maintenance and
Notification.

19 See FCC Project Pronto Order, FCC 00-336, SBC Commitments, page 39, Provision of Additional Space
in or Adjacent to Remote Terminals.
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20 Telecommunications Act of 1996, Section 251(d)(2)(A -B)
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21 project Pronto Order at para. 35.
221d. at para. 40.

2. at para. 43.

*4id at 45
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25 Asnoted in the First Report and Order, paragraph 203, the ILEC' s ability to manage its network is a
consideration in determining technical feasibility. “We also conclude, however, that legitimate threats to
network reliability and security must be considered in evaluating the technical feasibility of interconnection
or access to incumbent LEC networks. Negative network reliability effects are necessarily contrary to a
finding of technical feasibility. Each carrier must be able to retain responsibility for the management,

control, and performance of its own network. “
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28 UNE Remand Order at para. 206.
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27 project Pronto Order, Appendix A, paragraph 4.
28 d., Appendix A, paragraphs 4(a), 4(b), and 8.
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2 1d. at para. 28.
30 47 CF.R. §51.323(h).
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31 project Pronto Order, Appendix A, paragraph 5.
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XII. REPLY TO COMMISSIONER SQUIRES SQUESTIONS

. WHAT QUESTIONSRAISED BY COMMISSION SQUIRESWILL YOU BE

ADDRESSING IN YOUR TESTIMONY?

. 1 will be addressing questions 1(A) (in part), 2, 3 (A) (i), 5, 6 (A) and (C), and 8 (A) and (B).

. PER COMMISSIONER SQUIRES SQUESTION 1(A), PLEASE DISCUSSTHE

RULE 317(b)(2) FACTORSASTHEY BEAR ON EACH OF THE COMPETITIVE
ALTERNATIVESOUTSIDE THE ILEC’'sNETWORK.

. Thefactorsin FCC Rule 317(b)(2) (47 C.F.R. 51.317(b)(2)) are analyzed to help determine

whether dternatives to a proposed UNE are “available as a practical, economic, and
operational matter.” Application of these factors to the evidence being presented by all
Ameritech Illinois witnesses is largely a matter for lega briefs, but | will attempt to
concisely address these factors from anon-lega, factual and policy perspective here with
respect to the CLEC' s competitive adternatives of self-provisioning, DSLAM collocation, and

use of non-DSL technologies.

Cost.

1. Sdf-provisioning. Not having accessto CLECS cost structures or negotiations with

equipment vendors, it isimpossible to answer the cost question from the CLECS' perspective.
From Ameritech lllinois' perspective, however, “unbundling” the Pronto DSL facilities
would create significant new costs for Ameritech Illinois that would have to be recovered
from CLECs through the “UNE” rates. Of course, the wholesale Broadband Service would
offer the benefits of UNE pricing without the need to pass dong to CLECs dl of the
additional costs that Ameritech Illinois would incur to actually “unbundl€’ Project Pronto

DSL facilities (if it deployed them at all).
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2. DSLAM Caollocation. Like saf-provisioning, collocation of aDSLAM islargely an up-

front cost that is difficult to compare to the monthly recurring costs of “UNES’ or line card
“collocation” over the long run.

3. Other Technologies. As noted above, both up-front and incremental deployment costs of

wireless/satellite technologies are generally much lower than the costs for cable modem and

DSL service.

Timeliness.

1. Sdf-provisioning. Itisdifficult to predict how quickly a CLEC could use self-

provisioning to enter or expand its presence in the advanced services marketplace, but the
basic time to obtain equipment from vendors should be the same for ILECs and CLECs. For
CLECsthat have not yet started their own deployment, the wholesale Broadband Service
would offer an instant means of reaching a large number of new DSL customers quickly.

2. DSLAM Callocation. The standard provisioning interval for the wholesale Broadband

Service is three days, which would inevitably be faster than DSLAM collocation. Because
the processes and intervals for provisioning Pronto “UNES’ are unknown, | cannot compare
them to DSLAM collocation at thistime.

3. Other Technologies. As noted above, deployment of wireless of satellite service, both

initially and incrementally, is generally much faster than for DSL or cable modem service.

Quality.

1. Sdf-provisioning. Sef-provisioning would give CLECs substantially more control over

the quality of service they provide than “unbundling” would. Use of the wholesale
Broadband Service, rather than individual Pronto DSL “UNEs,” would aso help the CLEC

ensure it received the exact same service quality as any Ameritech Illinois customer. For a
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discussion of the adverse impact on quality of service that would result from “unbundling”
the Pronto DSL facilities, see Mr. Hamilton’s direct testimony.

2. DSLAM Collocation. | expect CLECswill comment on any quality-of-service issues

raised by DSLAM collocation. From Ameritech Illinois perspective, we aready know how
to deal with DSLAM collocation and provide quality unbundled loops and subloops; if,
however, we had to provide all the new “UNES’ described in the Order, the adverse quality-
of -service effects discussed by Mr. Hamilton would arise.

3. Other Technologies. | do not know what quaity-of-service issues CLECs would facein

providing wireless or satellite advanced services.

Ubiquity.

1. Sdf-provisioning. Self-provisioning would allow the CLEC to determine exactly where it

wants to deploy facilities to provide advanced services. In light of their apparent business
models, most CLECs are likely to care less about ubiquity and more about being able to
target population centers and business centers. The Broadband Service would offer instant
ubiquity (at least the same ubiquity that every other CLEC has access to) if the CLEC wanted
to use it either as a primary means of providing service or as away to supplement its self-
provisioned service when it expands into new territory.

2. DSLAM Caollocation. The CLECswill likely argue that DSLAM collocation does not

alow ubiquitous service because of space limitations in Ameritech Illinois’ offices. SBC's
ILECs committed in the Pronto Waiver Order, however, to take proactive steps to minimize
cases where DSLAM collocation would be unavailable. Moreover, mandatory “unbundling”
of Pronto DSL facilities would lead to its own ubiquity problems, which would be beyond
Ameritech Illinois control and could be far more severe. | am referring specifically to the

fact that a CLEC that |leases one or more Permanent Virtual Paths (PVPs) as UNEswould
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immediately monopolize from one-third to al of the DSL capacity in any given remote
terminal, as well as the other stranded capacity impacts discussed by Mr. Keown and Mr.
Boyer. By leasing PVPs, just afew CLECs could quickly make several remote terminals “ of f
limits’ to other CLECs and prevent those other CLECs form serving that area covered by that
terminal. By contrast, allowing CLECs to use the wholesale Broadband Service rather than
“unbundled” PVPswould avoid limitations on ubiquitous service by alowing Ameritech
Illinois ensure all CLECs get the most efficient use of the Pronto DSL equipment and thus
maximizing its capacity for serving al customers.

3. Other Technologies. Wireless and satellite services offer good ubiquity of service, aside

from sight-line problems that arise in some cases. Sprint, for example, claims that its facility
on top of the Sears Tower lets its wireless advanced service reach 95% of residences within
33 miles. Similarly, providing satellite service is like using a wireless tower that reaches

miles into the sky and thus alows multi-state or nationwide coverage footprint.

Impact on Network Operations.

1. Sdf-provisioning. Mr. Hamilton discusses the impact on Ameritech Illinois’ network

operations of an “unbundling” requirement for Pronto DSL facilities. Those adverse impacts
could be avoided if CLECs relied on self-provisioning or used the wholesale Broadband
Service.

2. DSLAM Caollocation. DSLAM collocation, under current rules and limitations, would not

appear to have significant adverse impacts on Ameritech Illinois' network operations.

3. Other Technologies. Use of wireless or satellite technologies by CLECs should not affect

Ameritech Illinois network operations.

. QUESTION 1(C) SAYS: PLEASE COMMENT ON EACH OF THE FACTORS

LISTED IN SECTION 51.317(b)(3) [OF FCC RULE 317].

12825421.2 60601 1613C 00650502 53



N -

10

1

13

A.

I will comment on these factors individualy, but once again | am speaking as a non-lawyer;
Ameritech Illinois attorneys will certainly apply the evidence to these factors in the post-

hearing briefs.

Promoting the rapid introduction of competition. The Pronto “unbundling” requirements
would not promote the rapid introduction of competition nearly as well as the wholesale
Broadband Service. That option provides all the price benefits of unbundling without the
additional responsibilities on the ILEC and on the CLEC to connect and manage its own
equipment. “Unbundling,” by contrast, would both delay competition and the widespread
availability of advanced services (by making it uneconomic for Ameritech Illinois to deploy
the Pronto DSL facilities) and, even if those facilities were deployed, would create such
operationd difficulties as to slow down competition and the availability of advanced services

to new customers.

Promoting reduced regulation. The Pronto “unbundling” requirements obviously would not

lead to reduced regulation, as they nearly double the prior list of al UNEs. Promoting

reduced regulation is especialy important in the emerging advanced services marketplace,
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and applying inapposite labds like “unbundling” and “collocation” to equipment about to be

deployed for that market is more pro-regulatory than pro-competition.

Providing certainty regarding the availability of an element. | am not sure that
“unbundling” Pronto DSL equipment would lead to more certainty, as the FCC continues to
examine these very same issues and could reach an opposite conclusion the day after this
Commission issues adecision. There also would be the practical problem that the pieces of
the Pronto DSL network al need one another to function, and the "unbundling” of any one

piece might therefore affect when and where other alleged “UNES’ were available.

I sthe proposed requirement administratively practical to apply? No. AsAmeritech
[llinois other witnesses make clear, “unbundling” Project Pronto leads to many novel and
complex technical questions that the Commission may ultimately have to resolve, and the

technology is evolving dl the time.

. PLEASE COMMENT ON THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE NGDLC UNESTHAT

WERE PREVIOUSLY DEFINED IN DOCKET NO. 00-393. (QUESTION #2)

. Asoutlined above, none of the new UNEs ordered in Docket 00-393 are appropriate. |

specifically address each new UNE as ordered by the Commission in Sections VI — X of my
testimony. As explained, there are numerous technical feasibility and capacity issues
resulting from the establishment of such new UNEs that make these e ements inappropriate
from atechnica perspective. Further, because a mgjority of the Project Pronto network
architecture involves packet switching it is ingppropriate from a policy perspective to order
the establishment of such new UNEs. Asexplained in Section VI of my testimony

Ameritech Illinois network, under its proposed Project Pronto deployment, would not meet
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the narrow set of circumstances under which Ameritech Illinois would be obligated to

provide CLECs with access to unbundled packet switching.

. PLEASE COMMENT ON THE UNESTHAT SHOULD BE REQUIRED, INCLUDING

A DISCUSSION ON WHETHER THE BROADBAND OFFERING COULD
QUALIFY ASA UNE. (QUESTION #2)

. Asdtated in Section VI of my testimony, the Project Pronto network architecture should not

be unbundled as a general matter for at least three reasons:. (1) the Project Pronto network
architecture cannot be unbundled technically because of the manner in which the components
of the architecture interconnect and interwork with one another, (2) the Project Pronto
network architecture involves the use of packet switching, which as stated previoudly,
Ameritech Illinois network does not met the narrow set of requirements under which packet
switching should be unbundled, and (3) CLECs have not satisfied the impair standard under

which the unbundling of the Project Pronto architecture could be required.

Some portions of the Project Pronto architecture are already available to CLECs as UNEs—
most notably copper sub-loops accessible from the SAI to the NID. These UNEs are
mandated by the FCC UNE Remand Order. However, beyond the copper facilities the
Project Pronto network (from the NGDL C equipment through the OCD) involves packet
switching components that cannot be physically separated and of fered as individual stand-

aone e ements.

Strictly from atechnical perspective, taking the packet switching and impairment issues out
of the equation, of these elements the only technically feasible arrangement that Ameritech

[llinois could provide to CLECs would be the end-to-end Broadband Service offering.

. PLEASE PROVIDE A DETAILED ANALYS SON THE FOUR CRITERIA FOR

UNBUNDLED PACKET SWITCHING. (QUESTION #3A)
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A. Section VI of my testimony specifically references the four criteria established by the FCC

under which Ameritech Illinois may be required to offer CLECs access to unbundled packet
switching and further addresses how such criteria are not met with Ameritech Illlinois

proposed Project Pronto deployment.

. ISIT ATRUE STATEMENT THAT WHEREVER NGDLC ISDEPLOYED, NO

COPPER IN THAT AREA CAN SUPPORT DSL SERVICES? (QUESTION #3Aii)

. No. Generdly, ADSL service cannot be provided beyond a distance approximately 18 kft

fromaDSLAM. However, other forms of xXDSL, such as IDSL may be utilized to provide a
high bandwidth DSL service to customers beyond the traditional 18 kft barrier. However,
IDSL islimited to 144 Kbps and as such does not provide the quality and speed of service as

astandard ADSL service enabled by Project Pronto.

Additionally, Ameritech Illinois planned Project Pronto deployment would not only involve
the placement of RTs at the 18 kft barrier — but would aso involve the placement of RTsto
end users residing between 12-18 kft from a serving wire center. The overall goa of the
Project Pronto deployment is that where deployed, the copper portion of end users loops
(whether measured from the central office or from the RT site) will be no greater than 12 kft
in length. Thus, some RTswill be placed in location from 12-18 kft to effectively shorten
those loops to 12 kft in length as well as locations beyond the 18 kft barrier. In those
locations between 12-18 kft, traditional forms of xDSL could be provided using standard CO
based DSLAMSs. Further, because the Project Pronto deployment is an overlay network, in
locations 12- 18 kft from awire center where Project Pronto is deployed, those copper

facilitieswill remain available for a CLECs use after the placement of the Pronto RT sSites.
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Q. QUESTION 5SAYS: D.C. COURT DECISION: PLEASE COMMENT ON THE

IMPACT, IF ANY, THE D.C. COURT DECISION IN THE ASCENT CASE** HASON
THE FCC PROJECT PRONTO WAIVER ORDERAND ASSOCIATED
COMMITMENTS. WILL AMERITECH-ILLINOISCONTINUE TO PROVIDE
ADVANCED SERVICESVIA AN ADVANCED SERVICES AFFILIATE?

. Itismy understanding that the ASCENT case found that one aspect of the FCC's

SBC/Ameritech Merger Conditionswasinvalid. Under the terms of the Merger Conditions,
this court decision creates the possibility for SBC/Ameritech to decide to operate under a set
of (non-structural safeguards rather than the structural separation requirements specified in
the Merger Condition. SBC has been studying the complex issues associated with whether to
continue under the present separate subsidiary arrangement or to operate under non-structural
safeguards as to the timing or degree of integration, or even whether to integrate at al. One
of our key factors in this ongoing assessment is to determine how the quality of the
customer’s DSL experience is affected by the present structure, as well as the interests of our
shareholders. SBC has not yet made its final decision. The earliest that the advanced

sarvices afiliate(s) could become an office or division of the ILEC(S) is January 9, 2002.

Asfar asthe Project Pronto Order, its terms provide that:

“These provisions apply in the context of Advanced Services and will remain in effect so
long as SBC/Ameritech is required to provide Advanced Services through a separate
Advanced Services dfiliate in the relevant state under Paragraph 12 of the SBC-
Ameritech Merger Conditions.”

. CAN AND/OR SHOULD THE COMMISSION TREAT ADLU CARDSASPART OF

THE LOOP FOR UNBUNDLING PURPOSES? (QUESTION #6A)

. No. Asexplained in the UNE Remand Order, the FCC defines alocal loop as a “transmission

facility between a distribution frame (or its equivalent) in an incumbent LEC central office

and the loop demarcation point at an end user customer premise, including inside wire owned

32 U.S. Court of Appeals For the District of Columbia Circuit; No. 99-1441; Association of
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by the incumbent LEC.”** The definition also includes “all features, functions, and
capabilities’ of the loop, including “attached electronics.” However, the FCC expressy
excepted attached electronics “used in the provision of Advanced Services’ from its
definition of the local loop.**  Furthermore, the FCC Project Pronto order found that the
ADLU card was in fact the functional equivalent to Advanced Services equipment in the FCC

Project Pronto order.*

As defined by the FCC, the local loop originates at a distribution frame, ordinarily the Main
Distribution Frame (MDF) at the serving central office. In fact, in an order issued just one
month after the UNE Remand Order, the FCC found that “all telecommunications services
using the local loop are connected, directly or indirectly to the MDF.”*®  The basis of this
definition is that access to the line side of the local switch istypically provided at the Main
Disgtribution Frame. The line side of the local switch typically refers to the individual end user
copper facility, that when cross-connected to aloca switch port provides a

telecommunications service. Thus, the MDF provides access to each individud line.

However, an xDSL service as provisioned over the Project Pronto architectureis
fundamentally different; there is no distribution frame that provides access to an individua
line. As stated previoudly, the CLECs point of accessto the Project Pronto network

architecture isviathe OCD. Asoutlined in Section Il of my testimony the OCD servesto

Communications Enterprises v. Federal Communications Commission, et al. Decided January 9, 2001.

33 47 C.F.R. § 51.319(a)(1); see Third Report and Order and Fourth Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,

I mplementation of the L ocal Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 15 FCC Rcd
3696 (1999) (* UNE Remand Order™).

34 47 C.F.R. § 51.319(a)(1) (emphasis added).

35 FCC 00-336, para. 14.

38 Third Report and Order in CC Docket No. 98-147, Fourth Report and Order in CC Docket No. 96-98,
Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, 14 FCC Rcd 20912,
165 (1999).
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route and aggregate traffic from each RT site to an individual CLEC' s leased port on the
OCD. Thisisprovided at either aDS3 or an OC-3c level. With this architecture, asingle
end user line cannot be accessed at the OCD port. Therefore, the Project Pronto architecture
does not provide aindividual local loop facility between asingle end user and a distribution
frame. The “packetized” representation of these individual end user’s DSL services exist
within the OC-3c transport facility and the OCD only as virtua circuits, to which thereisno

physical, individual access.

. COMMISSIONER SQUIRESALSO MENTIONSASPART OF THISQUESTION

THAT “WITHIN ITSUNE COST STUDIES, AMERITECH INCLUDESTHE COST
OF LINE CARDSASAN INPUT TO THE UNE LOOP, IDENTICAL TOHOW IT
TREATSFIBER AND DISTRIBUTION CABLE.” ISTHISCORRECT AND HOW IS
THE PROJECT PRONTO NETWORK ARCHITECTURE DIFFERENT FROM THIS
SITUATION?

. While this may be the case in relation to traditional forms of DLC for the provision of voice

sarvice, the specific line cards at issue in this proceeding are the ADLU card and/or xDSL
capable line cards placed within the ATM portion of an NGDL C system. Asaddressed in
Section VI of my testimony, these line cards in conjunction with the entire NGDLC system
provide the functiona equivalent to a DSLAM and as noted below attached electronics (such

as DSLAMSs) were precluded from the definition of aloop in the FCC UNE Remand order.

. ASSTATED IN COMMISSIONER SQUIRES SQUESTION, 47 C.F.R. SECTION

51.319 PROVIDES FOR AN EXCEPTION TO ATTACHED ELECTRONICSFOR
THOSE ELECTRONICSUSED FOR THE PROVISION OF ADVANCED
SERVICES, SUCH ASDIGITAL SUBSCRIBER LINE ACCESSMULTIPLEXERS.
DOESTHE ADLU CARD QUALIFY FOR THISEXCEPTION? (QUESTION #6C)

. Yes. Asstated in Section VI of my testimony, in its Project Pronto Order, the FCC found that

the Project Pronto NGDLC RT and the ADLU card is functionally equivalent to aDSLAM,
and that the Project Pronto OCD is ATM switching equipment.  Further, the FCC found in its

UNE Remand Order that this type of equipment is packet switching equipment.
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Q. DESCRIBEINDETAIL EVERY TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE POINT OF

INTERCONNECTION OR ACCESSTO SUB-COMPONENTSWITHIN THE
NGDLC AMERITECH ILLINOISISDEPLOYING? (QUESTION #8A)

. Given Ameritech Illinois planned NGDL C deployment, there would not be any points of

interconnection and/or access to the sub-components of the NGDLC system within an RT
site. Asmentioned in Section VI of my testimony, due to the interconnection and
interworking of the piece parts of the system it is not technically feasible and/or practical to
provide CLECs physical access and/or interconnection to the sub-components of the NGDLC
system. Further, as addressed in Section VII of my testimony sub-loops are not generally
accessible within RT sites. Asoutlined in Section |11 of my testimony and in several
attachments illustrating Ameritech Illinois planned NGDL C architecture, the copper facilities
are spliced directly to the backplane of the NGDL C system, which then converts the data
traffic into a packets for transport over a packet switched network consisting of the NGDLC
RT and the OCD in the serving wire center. Neither of these two devices could be used in the

absence of the other portions of the packet switched network.

. ARE THERE ANY TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE POINTSOF ACCESSTO THE

PROJECT PRONTO ARCHITECTURE OUTSIDE OF THE NGDLC?

. Yes. Asmentioned, the OCD device provides CLECs the ability to access the end-to-end

ADSL service provisioned over this architecture. Also, for CLECs wishing to access sub-
loops (whether copper and/or optical) and/or dark fiber from their physical equipment (e.g.
DSLAMSs or other equipment whether collocated or placed in a CLEC structure), CLECs
have the capability to access such sub-loops at the SAI and/or by requesting that SBC
construct the Engineering Controlled Splice (“ECS’) as outlined in the direct testimony of

Mr. Mark A. Welch.
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Q. ISIT TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE TO CROSS-CONNECT FROM THE CENTRAL

OFFICE FIBER DISTRIBUTION FRAME TO A CLEC COLLOCATED ATM
SWITCH, THEREBY ALLOWING A CLEC TO BYPASSTHE AMERITECH
ILLINOISOWNED OCD PORT?

. Not with Ameritech Illinois planned NGDLC deployment. Asisoutlined in Section 111 of

my testimony outlining the overall NGDLC architecture, each NGDLC RT system utilizes
one packet based OC-3c fiber transport facility from the RT site to the OCD in the serving
wire center. Within this OC-3c facility all end user services (for all ADSL providers) are
transported as Permanent Virtual Circuits (“PVCs’). The OCD device isthe necessary
electronics within the central office to route and aggregate the incoming packets from each
end user to the provider of their service. Therefore, a CLEC could not gain access to its

traffic provisioned over the NGDLC system without an OCD port.

Itis, asagenera matter, technically feasible to cross-connect a fiber optic facility from the
Fiber Distribution Frame (“FDF”) to a CLEC-collocated ATM switch. The problem with
providing this function with the NGDL C architecture is that there is only one OC-3c
deployed for data traffic per RT site and this facility is a shared facility. Thus, if this fiber
were terminated to a CLEC collocation arrangement it would make it technically impossible
to provide any other service providers access to that particular NGDLC RT. In effect this
would alow one service provider to monopolize al traffic from a given NGDL C site and

adversely impact competition to that serving area.

However, that does not preclude a CLEC from deploying their own Project Pronto-like
architecture and terminating their own “dark fiber” or other optical facilities from the FDF
directly to their collocation arrangement. For example, as mentioned previoudy in my
testimony, a CLEC could place their own DSLAM in the loop portion of the network (either

collocated at an Ameritech Illinois RT site where space is available or through construction
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of a CLEC owned location) and obtain access to dark fiber and/or optical sub-loops where
available for transport from the DSLAM location to the CLECs ATM switch within their

collocation in a serving wire center.

. ARETHERE ANY OTHER TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE WAYSTO BYPASSTHE

ILEC PACKET SWITCHING FUNCTION?

. Thereis no technically feasible means to bypass the ILEC packet switching function when a

CLEC utilizes ADLU cards placed within the NGDL C architecture. As mentioned the
ADLU cards are placed in the ATM (packet switched) portion of the Litespan system. Thus,
there is no means to use the integrated end-to-end NGDL C architecture to provide DSL

sarvice lacking the packet switched portion of the Litespan system.

It is possible to utilize the non-packet switched portion of the Litespan system to provide
transport from the RT site to the serving wire center. To explain, the Time Division
Multiplexed (“TDM”) portion of the Litespan 2000 system does provide the capability for
Ameritech Illinois to provide a DS1 transport facility from the RT site to the serving wire

center.

In such instance as a CLEC collocated their own physical equipment (e.g. DSLAM) in the
loop portion of the network it is technically possible for Ameritech Illinois to provide the
CLEC aDSL1 from this portion of the Litespan to provide transport from the RT site to the
serving wire center. Thisis done by placing a DS1 card (or HDSL card) in one of the voice
channel banks in the Litespan system. However, this function would not be performed in the
ATM (packet switched) portion of the Litespan system. Additionaly, this DS1 would be
considered nothing more than a high capacity sub-loop that is aready provided to CLECs
today by Ameritech Illinois. As mentioned above, the Project Pronto deployment does not

preclude a CLEC from placing their own DSLAM in the field and obtaining access dedicated
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to optical sub-loops (such as the DSL provisioned over the TDM portion of the Litespan)
and/or dark fiber for transport from this location to that CLEC' s central office collocation

arrangement.

How a CLEC may obtain access to these facilities is further addressed in the Direct

Testimony of Mark A. Welch.

Q. DOESTHISCONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY ON REHEARING?

A. Yes
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